Immigrant communities have varying degrees of acculturation based on their predispositions for specific cultural norms and their propensity to exhibit similarities in principles, values, and a common lifestyle with dominant racial and ethnic groups. Food metaphors like the Melting Pot and the Salad Bowl theories have illustrated different approaches to integration by explaining the political and power dynamics between dominant and minority groups. Yet, little consideration is given in either theory to existing local contexts that influence the actions of these groups. By combining ethnic identities into homogenous outcomes, food metaphors empower dominant ethnic groups and set the tone for discriminatory legislative policies that eliminate programs aimed at helping minorities. For refugees, this obscures their actual socio-political circumstances and erases their historical experiences. This paper aims to review and critique existing literature about metaphorical homogenous assimilation and integration theories, with experiences from around the world. This paper postulates that using a homogenous common good as the baseline metaphor for assimilation and integration disregards the individual accommodations that need to be made for both dominant and minority communities. These accommodations, although sometimes separate from the collective good, have a significant role in creating conducive environments for diversity and inclusion.
Introduction
People are not food. Vague food metaphors transmit racist views and perpetuate disparities in interpretation (Gloor, 2006; López-Rodríguez, 2014) . Although these metaphors have helped explain current political and power dynamics between dominant and minority groups, it is unclear what their applications are through specific legislative and social actions at the national level. The main disadvantage of food metaphors proposed in this paper is that combining ethnic identities into homogenous outcomes empowers dominant groups to believe that minorities are closer to them than they are to their countries/cultures of origin. This lack of cultural sensitivity victimizes minority groups through inappropriate mainstream cultural commentary and assertions with the expectations of common understanding and lack of recourse on the part of minority groups. Even when true integration happens, each individual retains a significant portion of their cultural origin that is not easily lost. Coercive policies to homogenize identities in the Melting Pot theory makes it both difficult, and in some instances impossible, to achieve the intended assimilation of minority ethnic groups in host societies. The fear of losing one's native culture as a price for integration is sometimes is a price too heavy to pay. Instead of food metaphors, we need inclusive theories that coalesce discordant viewpoints of diverse societies into admissible heterogeneity practices of the represented groups.
homogenous identities in the Melting Pot theory, especially since such homogenous identities are not representative in equal proportion of their constituent identities.
The Salad Bowl theory, given its shortcomings, provides more integrative possibilities than the melting pot. Metaphorically speaking, we can be selective with the ingredients we add to our salad, leaving some out, and increasing the amounts of others based on our needs. Thus, not only does the salad bowl metaphor allow for the individuality of ethnic identities it represents, but it also paves the way for selective integration between ethnic groups based on their need to integrate in host societies. This advantage of the Salad Bowl theory holds important application to immigrant communities giving their different propensity to integrate based on their predispositions for specific cultural norms and lifestyles in their host societies. According to Wagener (2009) , people with a common lifestyle will "belong to the same social milieu if their ways of life, principles, norms and values exhibit similarity" (p. 5). Therefore, any attempts by assimilation policies at narrowing differences and dissimilarities in lifestyles between immigrants ad dominant societies are in fact contingent on measures that are relative to exogenous and endogenous reference standards in the host country (Wagner, 2009 ). This approach can be intrinsically misplaced. Take race and language as examples: culturally dominant societies of the same race who speak the same language can be fundamentally different in their values and norms (Tarman & Gürel, 2017) . Immigrants of different races who do not speak the dominant language but with similar predispositions in their countries of origins can share values predominant in their host societies. Foner (2000) explained this using the example of Jamaican women in New York with higher employment rates than Dominicans. This is because Jamaicans have English language expertise and slightly higher educational levels. But also, Jamaican society has a strong tradition of female employment, unlike Dominicans where women have traditionally withdrawn from the workforce to symbolize their household's respectability and elevated economic status (Foner, 2000) . Similar observations have been attributed to the successes of Asian students, where cultural factors play a significant role in shaping parents' expectations, including enrolment in after-school institutions that "prepare Korean and Chinese children for exams in the city's specialized high schools" (Foner, 2000, p.258) . Acceptance of these diverse values as integral to host societies can help bridge the gap, rather than exclusive policies that aim of preserving dominant cultures at the expense of integration. According to Borjas (1994) , immigrants with high levels of productivity that rapidly adapt to host country conditions play a role in significantly improving the economy, lending him to appeal to natives that they "need not be concerned about the possibility of these immigrants [increasing] expenditures on social assistance programs" (p. 1667).
Critiques of Metaphorical Assimilation and Integration Theories: The Melting Pot and the Salad Bowl
There are many critiques of the Melting Pot theory. It's an "Anglo-conformist classic assimilation theory" (Brown & Bean, 2006, online) that expects minority cultures to morph into a society with norms, values, and behaviors that reflect the dominant culture. In other words, people of different cultures combine so as to "lose their discrete identities and yield a final product of uniform consistency and flavor, different from the original inputs" (Gloor, 2006, p. 29) . This unnecessary burden of expectation imposes on both the dominant and the minority culture the need to converge, becoming more similar over time (Kivisto, 2004) . Not only is such an expectation unrealistic, it sets the tone for discriminatory legislative policies by eliminating programs aimed at helping minorities. According to Gloor (2006) , such coercive assimilation policies induce fear into minorities seeking to preserve their heritage, and threaten to fracture the common ground social framework that holds the inclusive unity of groups that melting pot theorists claim to be protecting. Uniform ethno-morphological practices also do not allow for vital customizations to accommodate successful lifestyles of diverse citizens. This practice is widely observed in current media commentaries in light of racial tensions in America. The assertion that [we are all American] and claims that statements like [a black man being shot by police officer] is racially inflammatory, disempower the African American community to advocate against racial bias and discriminatory social policies that disenfranchises them. This logic minimizes the fact that we all belong to different races, with diverse and unequal historical experiences that cannot, and should not, be easily subsumed into a single American melting pot. At the end of the day, accumulated human dispositions that lead to defined cultural identities cannot be represented by ingredients used in a melting pot of cultures. The growth and development of social lifestyles and interactions, education, language, different means of survival, and upbringings are each separate components of our cultural identities that interact differently with different (dominant in this case) societies, and cannot be lost or assimilated in unison to (with) those of host societies.
A key shortcoming of the Melting Pot theory is that it ignores existing local contexts that influence the choices and actions of both dominant and minority groups, and the impacts of these on acculturation. It's important to note that when immigrants travel to the host countries, they do so with intent, and mostly, with the mindset of becoming integral to their new societies. When integration doesn't come easily, it is not always from refusal by immigrants to adapt to their new societies, nor is it always from fear, with the pretext that assimilation takes away from their preexisting cultural norms and values. Instead, as will be explained in upcoming sections, different immigrant communities have different propensities to integrate based on their predispositions for specific cultural norms and lifestyles from their host societies. It is also important in this context to distinguish assimilation from integration. According to Swaidan (2018) , assimilation occurs when "individuals of the acculturating group choose to adopt the dominant culture" (p. 40). This view is supported by (Phinney, Horenezyk, Liebkind, & Vedder, 2001 ) who described assimilation as taking place when a group views its own culture negatively and adopts the culture of the receiving society. Integration on the other hand, occurs when "there is an interest in both maintaining the original culture and simultaneously seeking to participate as an integral part of the dominant culture" (Swaidan, 2018, p.40) . Integration therefore refers to the processes, and the systems and structures in place to allow minorities (immigrant groups) to attain opportunities afforded longterm citizens (Alba & Foner, 2014) , and other societal goals such as improved socioeconomic positions and inclusion in a broad range of societal institutions (Berry, 1997) .
What immigrants ask for within their host societies, is the ability to integrate whilst retaining their cultural identities at birth. According to Gloor (2006) , these could "serve as a compromise between full assimilation and multiculturalism" (p. 31), a dialogue that redefines the objective for multiethnic societies and allows for diversity and inclusion. This desire for immigrants to retain their cultures has been extensively researched and proven to be true. Bakker, van der Zee, and van Oudenhoven (2006) found that immigrant ethnic minorities prefer to retain aspects of their culture such as language, religion, and traditions as they integrate into host cultures. In many instances, this also includes forming social ties with other communities in exile with which they share similar characteristics. Even when similarities exist between immigrant communities and dominant host societies, the fear of losing one's native culture as a price for integration is sometimes seen as a price too heavy to pay. In many cases, dominant culture stereotypes that affiliate immigrants with existing minorities in the host society have forced immigrants to distinguish themselves by clinging to their cultures and emphasizing their linguistic and traditional characteristics that set them apart. This distinguishing behavior has been observed in Spanish-speaking immigrants who do not want to be confused with Puerto Ricans, and in darkskinned Indian immigrants who might be confused with African Americans (Foner, 2000) . Bertsch (2013) also studied European immigrants who bear resemblance with their American counterparts and concluded that although they identify as Americans based on their residence in the United States, they do not readily assimilate because in doing so, they might lose valued cultural characteristics from their countries of origin. This differentiation of ethnic groups, and the creation of a bounded conceptual space to self-identify, also lies at the heart of the definition of ethnic identities. According to Ahmed (2016) , ethnic identities are defined as the "aspect of a person's self-conceptualization which results from identification with a broader group in opposition to others on the basis of perceived cultural differentiation and/or common descent" (p. 2). Ethnic thickness, as it is called, refers to a strong sense of commitment to one's ethnic group. A looser sense of commitment has been termed ethnic thinness (Cornell & Hartmann, 2007 ). Ahmed's definition is derived from Jones (1997) who defined an ethnic group as "any group of people who set themselves apart and/or are set apart by others with whom they interact or co-exist on the basis of their perceptions of cultural differentiation and/or common descent" (p. xiii).
This tendency of cultural fusion in the Melting Pot theory shares a striking similarity with the Salad Bowl theory that has also not been discussed in the literature. Similar to the literal meaning of a melting pot, a salad bowl is a combined dish, rather than the attention to the individual vegetables. In both theories, the final product is different from the individual ingredients. They both promote the idea of a culmination, and the coming to life of a finished meal, rather than highlighting the ingredients. Both theories focus on the end products of assimilation, and not the processes that lead to it. The end products -"melting pot" and "salad bowl" -are also defined in strict configurations, leaving little chance to deviate from the "recipe". It is clear in the Melting Pot theory that ingredients representing individual identities in the recipe are lost to the dominant identity base. A can of tomato soup will still preserve its dominant identity regardless of the composite additions to it. To also expect that integration and assimilation happens in a manner that resembles cooking a meal, is itself biased based on our cultural understandings of those meals.
This raises an important point. Like the melting pot, the salad bowl is a derivative process. In real life, this refers to the coexistence of different ethnicities side-by-side in peace and harmony with shared cultural and identity practices that serve their common good. The problem with using the "common good" as a conclusive baseline metaphor of assimilation is that they disregard the individual accommodations that need to be made for both dominant and minority communities. These accommodations, as much as they seem separate from the collective good, have a significant role in creating conducive environments for diversity and inclusion. Yet, in many instances, the inter-bonding between minority groups and the dominant counterpart is preferred and antecedent to the intra-bond that exist within a minority group, and between one minority group and another. The next section of this paper addresses this.
Selectivity in Integration: The Case of Ethnicity in Exile
The field of migration and refugee studies has studied the bond between different groups in exile in more detail. This socio-anthropological theory called ethnicity in exile postulates that the existing local contexts of host countries influence the choices and actions of immigrant groups from different origins. The definition of ethnicity used in this context is derived from Berry (1997) who defined ethnicity as the manifestation of "social and psychological phenomena associated with a culturally constructed group identity" (p. xiii). This is important because, as put by Ahmed (2016) , the formation of ethnicity requires an interaction of social and cultural processes.
The Case of Refugees: Many researchers have studied the interaction of social and cultural processes and the effects of altering their natural occurrences. Moro (2004) studied interethnic relationships between Sudanese and Ugandan refugees in Egypt. His research proved that the diversity of people with different histories living in the same location influenced the relations of ethnic groups, sometimes for the better (Moro, 2004) . Malkki (1995) studied how refugees from different ethnic groups in former Yugoslavia have reshaped their identities based on existing local contexts in different host countries. The findings of her research are that structural factors in the host countries of the refugees influence their experiences and shape their ethnic identities. Malkki's research demonstrates that domestic policies and practices in host countries with dominant ethnic groups create conditions that resulted in ethnic boundaries having little meaning in influencing the formation of identities and the social enterprise of refugees from the post Yugoslav states. This view is supported by Ahmed (2016) who described the boundaries between ethnic groups to be as much psychological as cultural and social, and has to be understood in intergroup perspectives. Specifically in the case of refugees, their common needs usually places them in contrast with resident dominant groups and characterizes them with distinct identities. In many cases, these immigrants find themselves living with other minorities, including native-born minorities. As a result, they join together to pursue common goals, sometimes in the face of common discrimination and prejudice (Foner, 2000) . What this means is that conditions of exile may in fact augment and strengthen the formation of social networks between different ethnic groups to help enhance their integration in new societies. According to Korac (2004) , these constructions of ethnic and identity processes leveraged by the conditions of settlement in host countries are pivotal to addressing the sociopolitical consequences of the displacement of people fleeing ethnic strife. This in return influences successful post-conflict rehabilitation and reconstruction of war-torn societies, contingent on facilitated settlement experiences and reshaped identity processes of repatriates.
Seclusion of Dominant Groups: The advantage of extending the theoretical underpinnings of ethnicity in exile as a vantage point in filling the shortcomings of both the Salad Bowl and the Melting Pot theories is that they also both apply to the acceptance of dominant ethnic groups by minorities. Many times, dominant ethnic groups, including whites in the United States, have been stereotyped for their racial seclusiveness. These social racial groupings, such as the "redneck", have been criticized as conservative and racially segregationist. However, their social lifestyles alone do not amount to racism, except if done with discriminatory intent. Such stereotypical characterizations of rednecks further exposes the misplacement of ethnic differentiation that has been impressed on ethnic minorities. The reality is redneck is a pejorative term for lower class working white people dating back to the indentured servitude of farm workers throughout the South and the Caribbean colonies. During those times, the whiter the skin, the richer and more refined the individual. Having a literal redneck meant a field worker and thus a lower class.
According to Huber (1995) , one of the earliest use of the name "redneck" was in 1893 when Hubert A. Shands reported that the word was used by upper class [whites] in Mississippi to distinguish themselves from poorer residents of rural districts. The word later entered the political discourse of the State in the 1980s when "Democrats used it to denigrate farmers within their party who supported populist reforms" (Ferguson, 1953, p. 519) . Since then the pejorative term has been used to denigrate the rural poor "white of the American South and particularly one who holds conservative, racist, or reactionary views" (Huber, 1995) . By the mid-sixties, the connection between redneck and racism was firmly cemented, especially for African Americans (Huber, 1995) . The group originally meant still exists, but not in the socially constructed way it is used now. These folks that it truly represents have been relegated to the ultra-poor Appalachia (see Shelby, 1999) and rust belt of the Midwest, and are fundamentally different than the original group the term was assigned to. Dominant ethnic groups deserve to support political ideologies of their choosing, including be conservative, live in suburbs, and drive pickup trucks and other vehicles of their choosing without exposing themselves to rigorous stereotypical critiques as those that have befallen rednecks. Enjoying the rights and privileges of free and democratic societies should not come as a trade-off based on the compromise of one's identity. For this to be true, it should apply to all peoples, including minority groups who wish to coexist with one another, without risking aspects of their cultures for fear of being told that they are unwilling to integrate. In other words, integration should not be a measure of the degree of bond that exists between dominant and minority groups in multiethnic societies, nor should it be a measure of how much ethnic minorities dissociate themselves from the cultural practices, beliefs, and values of their countries of origin. This static versus dynamic approaches to ethnicity and acculturation has been brilliantly explained by Ahmed (2016) and Jones (1997) who said that static perspectives, otherwise known as primordial approaches to integration, emphasize the bonds that exist between individuals in a group at birth that are mostly involuntary and as a result possess a stigma of coerciveness that transcends the alliances and relationships engendered by situational interests and social circumstances. According to Jones (1997) , these primordial attachments resist nationalizing immigrants because it provides a "natural and fundamental form of identity than other forms of social identity" (p. 66). This explains why, according to Glazer (2000) , discussions of cultural differences have been avoided in the United States since they may communicate that some cultures are better than others. The risks of pursuing these discussions sometimes outweigh the gains, and may be of little long-term significance as compared to the melting pot, which attenuates cultural differences (Bertsch, 2013) . This is however ironic in the United States where the U.S. Census Bureau projects a significant decline in the white population by 2035. According to Alba & Foner (2014) , the number of Americans between the ages of 16-64 is expected to drop by 20 million by 2035. What this all means is that, instead of focusing on the loss or dilution of identities as a measure of adaptation in new societies, integration could be a measure of the successes of immigrants to capitalize on the systems and structures of their new society, to learn to use them for their advantage, and to derive economic and individual success whilst at the same time contributing to society. Acculturation could be a bidimensional process in which immigrants' retention of their cultural heritage and acquisition of dominant group identities are not placed at extreme ends of the spectrum.
Enhancing Integration By Meeting Immigrant Needs: Both the Melting Pot and the Salad Bowl theories spend too much time defining the different possible configurations of integration, and the potential outcomes, based on each configuration type. This overemphasis on whether assimilation through the melting pot is preferred even if it means loss of individual identity or whether integration through the Salad Bowl means better co-existence and retention of ethnic identity, misses out on true needs of ethnic minorities, and opportunities that could be created to enhance their integration. This recognition of the needs of immigrant communities and the necessary efforts in meeting those needs that allow them to thrive is a key advantage of the Ethnicity in Exile theory. The underlining principle in the Ethnicity in Exile theory is that by strengthening the bonds between immigrant communities, we allow the experiences and the successes of established mutigenerational immigrant communities to become part of the settlement experiences of new immigrants. These established communities provide help and aid the transition and establishment of new members of their community. According to Ahmed (2016) , ethnic groups that are strong in absolute numbers, recognition in terms of language and economic prestige, have a high vitality, thus ensuring collective survival and existence. On the other hand, overemphasis on immediate integration and assimilation between new immigrant communities and dominant ethnic groups builds resistance and takes away from the time needed to build relations that provide new immigrants with the tools needed to succeed.
Selectivity and Duality: The one advantage that the Ethnicity in Exile theory holds over other integration theories is the concept of selectivity and duality. In duality, members of an immigrant community simultaneously exist as members of their ethnic group, and as members of their new community, co-existing with dominant ethnic groups. Duality proffers a non-static perpetually changing conception of ethnicity (Ahmed, 2016) . Referred to as "metroethnicity" by Maher (2005) , duality is a "hybridized ethnicity" deployed by people who are oriented towards cultural hybridity, cultural/ethnic tolerance and a multicultural lifestyle" (Maher, 2005, p. 83) . In selectivity, they chose which ethnic communities they interact with based on the similarities that exist between ethnic groups. In both the selectivity and duality principle, dominant and minority ethnic groups exist as distinct ethnic groups living side by side and make individual choices about their needs, including which members of their communities they engage with. Selectivity in ethnicity strengthens bonds and holds the unique advantage for economic opportunities for immigrant communities. Giving the commonalities that exist between similar ethnic groups, selective integration makes it easy to achieve successes in their host societies that could serve as the steppingstone for further integration.
Formation of Heterogeneous Communities: Advani & Reich (2015) , in their research about the formation of heterogeneous communities, talked about the critical mass required to sustain heterogeneous integrative outcomes. The conclusions of their research is that the smaller the size of minority groups relative to the size of the majority, assimilation occurs easily. However, when the population of minority groups is large enough to attain a critical mass threshold, then there exists the tendency for these minority groups to maintain their distinct cultures, especially when the cost of switching cultures outweighs the benefits of intragroup bonding within their communities. Of course, the grounding of the critical mass threshold theory depends on the similarities between minority groups, and the relevance of their intercultural similarity to meeting everyday life needs. The strength or weakness of that similarity is the equivalent of the cost of forming social ties, a theory similar to ethnicity in exile. Advani & Reich (2015) tested the effects of strengths and weaknesses on ethnic bonding using data on mass migration to the United States in the early 19 th Century and found it true that "above a certain critical mass of migrants, structure in heterogeneous populations changes discreetly towards cultural distinction and segregation" (p.3). The reality is many minority communities, including immigrants, face a tradeoff between maintaining and sustaining their cultural values, and economic incentives that require them to assimilate with dominant societies. Research on intercultural relations that aim to understand how individuals behave towards one another across ethnic lines have proven that acculturation-specific attitudes adopted by immigrant groups as a means to integrate is mostly dependent on the expectations held by dominant groups. For exactly this reason, Berry (2001) conceived multiculturalism as a society-level attitudinal expectation corresponding to individual-levels of acculturation strategy of integration. These acculturation expectations sometimes parallel the acculturation strategies among non-dominant peoples and plays a role in intercultural relations between the two (Hui, Chen, Leung, & Berry, 2015) .
Conclusion
In her popular essay, Wagener (2009) made a distinct point that "assimilationist policies do not have assimilationist outcomes but integrative policies do" (p. 15). The reason for this is that integration evens out lifestyle differences where dominant-culture approaches fail. On the other hand, when assimilation is imposed, it provokes resistance. Even though both members of the immigrant and dominant groups experience aspects of cultural exchange in their daily interactions, the burden to integrate is mostly on the minority group as they are required to adopt skills in socioeconomic domains to survive. Dominant cultures who belong by birth to these societies do not have the same expectations (Hui et al., 2015) . It is immigrants who have to integrate themselves at the expense of equity in fulfilment of integration expectations of dominant groups, which sometimes outweigh multicultural perspectives. According to Brubaker (2001) "when it [assimilation] is forcefully implemented, it provokes mobilization against its pressures" (p. 534). Chiswick (2009) interprets some of this as "a reflex of strong social disapproval of cultural hegemony or even elitism, over lifestyles, and adds to 'cultural relativism'" (p. 864). The bottom line is, there is no easy way to perpetuate or reproduce homogenous societies with blended cultural values that succeed existing norms of dominant host societies. Doing so ignores the value of preserving cultural differences in society. In times like these, we need a new dialogue that defines the parameters for multiethnic societies and allows for diversity and inclusion of represented ethnic groups. These ethnic groups should not have to face a trade-off between retaining and preserving their cultural values, associating with, and getting involved in community engagements as they relate to their cultural heritage and practices, and full participation in the economic activities of mainstream society. Societies that strive to be multicultural should create incentives and opportunities to engage with the full spectrum of identities within their midst. Recognition of ethnic minority values and the opportunities to integrate cultural practices in day-to-day life will reduce the cost of tradeoff between forming social ties among immigrant and minority communities, and full participation in the economic and social life of their communities. This was found to be true in Germany and Switzerland where Pionkowski, Rohmann, and Florack (2002) found that dominant groups had strong preferences for integration when a positive relationship was anticipated with ethnocultural groups and when they perceived similarities with them.
Cultural pluralism or multiculturalism has been touted as desired more than assimilative theories and principles. Multiculturalism includes mutual respect for cultural differences and active support for equal chances among dominant and non-dominant groups (Hui et al., 2015) . In the 1970s, most countries, including, the United States, Australia, and Canada, rejected assimilationist models and adopted pluralistic policies that allowed immigrants and minorities to maintain aspects of their cultural heritage, without being deemed unpatriotic (Kymlicka, 1995) . This approach allows the "ingredients" in the melting pot or the salad bowl to retain their identity through cultural preservation and contribute to society without abandoning unique cultural lifestyles in the name of assimilation. This view has also been supported by social identity theorists who have suggested that integration yields best results because it allows immigrants to maintain a common identity with host societies while being able to distinguish themselves (Hui et al., 2015) . This is the case in many parts of the world. In Europe for example, data of European Union immigrants in France, Germany, and the Great Britain reveal that immigrants prefer integration as a way to acculturate (Swaidan, 2018) . The same is true of Jewish youth in Russia (Tartakovsky, 2002) , Asian-Americans (Swaidan, 2018) , and Indian immigrants (Krishnan & Berry, 1992) . In the United States, 37.5% of Middle Eastern professionals prefer integration (Alkhazraji, Gardner, Martin, & Paolillo, 1997) . In all cases, immigrants preferred to preserve their traditions, language, religion, and social connections, whilst trying to acculturate in host societies. Nguyen & Benet-Martínez (2013) also produced a strong body of evidence that demonstrates that acculturation is best achieved through multicultural integration.
In a pure nationalistic sense, being a citizen of a country is not tied to a single culture. If anything, normative multicultural policies adds value and celebrates diversity and inclusion without loss of uniqueness. Instead of forging ways that society should look like itself, we should focus on increasing interaction and communication between different cultural identities and practices and celebrate differences and cultural uniqueness. According to Ahmed (2016) "integration takes place when a group shows positive response to its own cultural heritage as well as develops good relationship with the receiving society" (p.1). The United States, according to Lichter (2013) , has moved well beyond the "melting pot" metaphor and has instead embraced a new multiculturalism, while also acknowledging the possibility of segmented assimilation and transnationalism. The Netherlands, Sweden, and the United Kingdom are also deemed good examples of integration (Pasetti, 2019) . The economies of these countries have helped in integrating immigrants. In the European social market economy where the economy is more heavily regulated by the state, government social benefits have protected immigrants against the vagaries of the labor market (Alba & Forner, 2014) . In many of these countries, especially in Germany, France, and the Netherlands, there are state-mandated procedures that employers must follow, including payment of severance packages. This has protected immigrant from falling into poverty and ensuring that they have the financial means to live decent lives (Alba & Forner, 2014) . In the United States and other liberal market economies, especially in Canada and the UK where immigrants are not exposed to similar state-sponsored safety net structures, these immigrants are forced to take jobs that retain a lower socioeconomic status. However, according to Alba & Foner (2014) , even in these situations at the low end of the labor market, employment offers a degree of integration with the potential of developing useful social networks and skills that maybe useful for the future. The United States, however, has distinct advantages over its European counterparts since it is a settler country. The underlying assumption, according to Alba & Foner (2014) is that settler societies founded by immigrants are more successful in integrating immigrants. European countries on the other hand, have more exclusive national identity narratives, and were not open to mass immigration until after the creation of nation states. The conclusions of this is that different socioeconomic and heritage structures shape the willingness of nations to recognize immigrants as people with distinct needs and cultural right. It also means that societies where both dominant and minority ethnic groups adopt mutual acceptance of their lifestyles, even where lifestyles differ across various spaces and ethnicities, are considered good and progressive and allows for all parties to contribute to societal good. Thusly, instead of focusing on the constant of commonalities between identities, we should agree that the communal constant is that no one ethnic, religious, or cultural value should define us. The use of national philosophies as expectations of integration, as relevant as they are, is not the baseline measures of successes of integration. It's only one consideration alongside a range of structural factors that make immigrants feel at home.
